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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: Amendment filed on 2/13/09. 

2. Claims 1, 5, 6, 8 - 10 are pending in the case. Claim 1 is independent. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 1, 5, 6, 8 - 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

5. The specification defines the target document as a special intermediate 
document that points directly to a destination document (p 7, lines 10 and 11). If there is 
only one intermediate document, then that intermediate document must be the target 
document. Therefore, if the target document no longer exists, then the claimed invention 
breaks and is essentially rendered inoperable. The specification defines the destination 
document as a final document or web page which is comprised of a target document 
that is bundled with contextual data about the source document (p 6, lines 10 and 11). 
Thus, if the target document no longer exists, then the destination document no longer 
exists. Consequently, the claimed method has no utility. In short, the metes and bounds 
of these claims are unclear in at least some cases if not all. 

6. Claims 1, 5, 6, 8 - 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being incomplete for omitting essential structural cooperative relationships of elements, 
such omission amounting to a gap between the necessary structural connections. See 
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MPEP § 2172.01 . The omitted structural cooperative relationships are: the nexus 
between the target document, the source document, the intermediate document(s), and 
destination document. Essentially it is unclear how these documents relate to each 
other especially since the intermediate document(s) are claimed passively in the 
method claim and begs the question as to whether or not they exist and when they 
actually do exist. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1, 5, 6, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Logan (US 6665659 B1) [as cited by Applicant] and further in view of 
Heninger et al. (US 6470349 B1 ). 

Regarding independent claim 1, 

Logan teaches that at the request of the user, a sort and extract unit processes 
the citations in the local store to create a filtered, sort set of citations which are passed 
to a page retriever. The page retriever generates presents the information contained in 
or cited by these citations to the user at, either by displaying metadata contained in the 
citation or by using the URL in the citation to fetch data from the original resource 
described by that citation, or both (Column 1 , lines 27 - 59), which meet the limitation of 
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defining contextual metadata of the source document, wherein the contextual 
metadata includes a location of the source document; 

Logan teaches that the information distribution system employs an analysis 
facility which extracts identification and content information from data retrieved via the 
Internet (Column 1 , lines 27 - 59), which meet the limitation of identifying a target 
document by a content and contextual data; and 

Logan teaches that the data which is retrieved and analyzed in this fashion may 
take a variety of forms as illustrated by the HTML Web page, the XML document, etc. 
The analysis facility coupled to an editing station processes the data from such Internet 
resources and creates a collection of stored descriptive metadata which are here called 
"citations" in a citation store (Column 1, lines 27 - 59), which meet the limitation of 
saving a bundled target document as the destination document. 

Logan teaches that each of the citations comprises the combination of a "URL" 
which specifies the Internet address of a particular Internet resource and one or more 
additional metadata elements ("attributes") (Column 2, lines 5 - 20), which meet the 
limitation of the destination document being a final document that includes the 
target document bundled with contextual data about the source document; 

Logan teaches that each of the citations created by the analysis facility 
comprises the combination of a Universal Resource Location "URL" which specifies the 
Internet address of a particular Internet resource and one or more of the following 
additional metadata elements ("attributes"): a "passage identification" which specifies 
the beginning and ending location of an particular segment of the data identified by the 
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URL; and data characterizing the information specified by the passage identification 
and/or the data specified by the URL by its type, subject matter, or other characteristics 
(Column 2, lines 5 - 20), which meet the limitation of bundling the target document, 
and the contextual metadata of the source document as attributes of the target 
document; wherein bundling the target document comprises merging the 
contextual metadata of the source document and the contextual data of the target 
document as attributes of the target document. 

Logan teaches that if a passage or "fragment" identifier is included in the URI 
reference then the citation's resource identifier refers only to the sub-component of the 
containing resource that is identified by the corresponding fragment id internal to that 
containing resource. When a resource takes the form of an XML document, the URI 
may designate all or part of the document using an Xpointer (Column 5, lines 41 - 54), 
which meet the limitation of wherein defining the contextual metadata of the source 
document further includes defining a navigation path from the source document 
to the target document, to enable a client to return to the source document from 
the target document, in the event that one or more intermediate documents along 
the navigation path between the source document and the destination document 
no longer exist. 

Logan does not explicitly teach automatically synchronizing the destination 
document to the target document. 

However, Heninger et al. do teach that in the case of caches, it is also useful to 
generate a source command to be placed in your target script referring back to the 
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source script. This ensures that the target stays synchronized with the source (Column 
16, lines 16 - 20), which meet the limitation of automatically synchronizing the 
destination document to the target document. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the invention of Logan with that of Heninger et al. because such a 
combination would provide the users of Logan with a server side scripting language and 
programming tool designed to simplify programming for web pages using databases or 
other dynamic information (Column 2, lines 49 - 52). 

Regarding dependent claims 5 & 6, Logan teaches that if a passage or 
"fragment" identifier is included in the URI reference then the citation's resource 
identifier refers only to the sub-component of the containing resource that is identified 
by the corresponding fragment id internal to that containing resource. When a resource 
takes the form of an XML document, the URI may designate all or part of the document 
using an Xpointer expressed in accordance with the language specifications set forth in 
XML Pointer Language (Xpointer) See http://www.w3.org/TR/xpath (Column 5, lines 41 
- 54), which meet the limitations of defining the contextual metadata of the source 
document includes defining the address of the source document, and defining 
the address of the source document includes identifying a URL of the source 
document. 
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Regarding dependent claim 10, Logan teaches that the citation set extractor 
returns a subset only of the collected citations in database via the Internet to the citation 
retriever which stores the subset of citations in a local store (Column 3, lines 27 - 32), 
which meet the limitation of saving the bundled target document includes saving 
the destination document on a networked data repository. 

9. Claims 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Logan (US 6665659 B1 ) and further in view of Heninger et al. (US 6470349 B1 ) as 
applied to claims 1 and 5 above, and further in view of Lumsden (US 6006217 A). 

Regarding dependent claims 8 and 9, Logan and Heninger et al. do not 
explicitly teach defining the contextual metadata of the source document further 
includes defining input parameters required to generate the target document and 
defining the input parameters includes defining an input search query. 

However, Lumsden teaches that the user fills out the form, specifying the user's 
search parameters or criteria, which are often in the form of keywords. The user's 
search parameters or criteria are intended to define a subset of documents from the 
Internet. The desired documents may be on any database associated with any of the 
sites linked together by the Internet (Column 5, line 61 - Column 6, line 3), which meet 
the limitation of defining the contextual metadata of the source document further 
includes defining input parameters required to generate the target document and 
defining the input parameters includes defining an input search query. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the invention of Logan and Heninger et al. with that of Lumsden 
because such a combination would provide the users of Logan and Heninger et al. with 
a software implemented process associated with a server employed to provide search 
information in response to a request from a user at a client for documents available on 
the Internet matching search criteria (Column 2, lines 50 - 54). 

Response to Arguments 

1 0. Applicant's arguments filed 2/1 3/09 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

1 1 . Appellant argues that Logan does not teach that in the event that one or more 
intermediate documents along the navigation path between the source document 
and the destination document no longer exist because all Logan teaches is that in 
the string of documents there may be additional information pointing to a portion of one 
of the documents but it is silent as to what happens if one of the documents in the string 
is deleted (p 4). 

The Office disagrees. 

First, it is unclear whether or not an intermediate document actually exists. 
Therefore, the existence or lack of existence of this 'intermediate' document does not 
affect the scope of the claim in any way; that is to say, the intermediate document in 
effect has no patentable weight. Simply, it can not be determined when this or these 
intermediate document(s) actually existed if at all. The intermediate document appears 
to exist outside of the scope of the claims. 
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Second, the specification defines the target document as a special intermediate 
document that points directly to a destination document (p 7, lines 10 and 11). If there is 
only one intermediate document, then that intermediate document must be the target 
document. Therefore, if the target document no longer exists, then the claimed invention 
breaks and is rendered inoperable. 

Conclusion 

12. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to NATHAN HILLERY whose telephone number is 
(571 )272-4091 . The examiner can normally be reached on M - F, 1 0:30 a.m. - 7:00 
p.m. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, W Doug Hutton can be reached on (571) 272-4137. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

NH 



/DOUG HUTTON/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2176 



